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Barber: The Nixon Doctrine & The Navy

The Nixon Doctrine is a logical development in contemporary world affairs that
reflects the economic recovery of our allies, fissures in the facade of the Communist
monolith, and recognition of increased Soviet strategic power, The doctrine's
principles of partnership, strength, and willingness to negotiate acknowledge limiting
the [L.S. role in the world but ‘“not” withdrawal. When viewed as a whole, the
elements of the Nixon Doctrine seem to clearly establish the necessity of a sea-based,
blue-water strateqy—a lower profile abroad yet with the intention to fulfill
commitments by greater reliance upon a mobile sea-based strategy.

THE NIXON DOCTRINE AND THE NAVY

An article

by
Commander James A, Barber, Jr., U.S. Navy

Most people understand  thal  the
Nixon Doctrine involves a lowering of
the U.S. prolile throughout the world
and {urther, places some limilalions on
our willingness to inlervene overseas.
The author is nol nearly so conlident
that there is widespread understanding
of some of its other implicalions and
believes that it would be a mistake (o
view the Nixon Doclrine as an arbitrary
decision by a single administration, O
the contrary, the Nixon Doelrine seems
to have been dietated by the course of
world events,

AL the end of World War Il the
United Stales was Lhe only major power
not devastated by the war, Furope and
most ol Asia were oxhausted, but the
United Stales was stronger in 1945 than
we had been in 1940, and we enjoyed
the signilzeant military advantage of a

of the atomic bomb, This

mun%mll)\(I
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meant that il anything of significance
was Lo he done in the world, whether of
a military, economie, or political nature,
we were Lhe ones who had o do it
Walter Lippmann has argued that the
resultant extension of U.S, influence
was inherently temporary and arlificial
and could last anly so long as the rest of
the world remained prostrate,

But now the world is lundamentally
differeni from what it was like in the
first few years alter World War 1L, T'hree
imporlant things have happened: (1)
our allies have recovered economically
and have grown in steength; (2) lssures
have appeared in the Communtist facade,
so that although stll hostile, commu-
nism no longer appears so monolithic
and (3) our nuelear monopoly has been
replaced by situation of wulual ther-
monuclear delerrence, No matter whal
administration was in Washinglon, these
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dramatic changes in the world would
probably have led o a U.S. loreign
policy which looked a greal deal like Lhe
Nixon Doetrine, This is imporlant sinee
it permils us to plan on a longer Lerm
basis than " we had Lo assume thal the
Nixon Doelrine was a transicnl policy
subjecl to change with the vagarics of
politics.

What the Nixon Docleine adds up Lo
s an expeclation thal our friends and
allics will carry a responsibility lor Lheir
own seeurily commensnratle with their
increased  strength, We are nol with-
drawing {rom our commilments, and we
recognize  clearly  that  owr  nuclear
strength has o provide a conlinuing
proleetive shield. Bul we also recognize
that the proportion of the load for
military sccurily that we have been
carrying is Tundamenlally that which
was eslablished when our allies were
weak, and now Lthat many of them are
strong, it is time lor redistribulion.
Almost certainly our difficultics with
the Vielnwm war have haslened our
reaclion, but the Vielnam silualion is
nol lundamental Lo the reorienlalion of
our policy. 1L may be the oceasion lor
the change, but it is nol really the cause,

Peesidenl Nixon, in a speech on 3
November 1969, set forth three key
elements of what he deseribed as “our
cooperative approach to the defense of
our common inlerests,”

These were:

First, the United States will
keep all ol ils trealy commil-
ments,

Second, we shall provide a
shield il a nuclear power threatens
the [reedom of a nalion allicd
with us or ol a nation whose
survival we consider vital Lo our
securily,

Third, in cases involying other

ws ol agpression, we shall lor-
https;},b{i g1fal—comﬁ‘l‘blns.usnvxfc.e(fu/ hatt Iy

nish military and cconomic assis-
lance when requested in accor-
dance with our lrealy commil-
ments, Bul we shall look Lo the
nation  diveetly  threalened Lo
assume Lhie primary responsibility
ol providing the manpower for its
defense.!

As the President noled later, Lhis policy
requires that we render assislance in
helping our allies Lo develop their own
glrength, and it also requices a eavelul
balancing, 11, partieularly in the case of
smaller allies

.+ v we do too little to help them—
and erode their beliel in our com-
mitmenls—they  may  lose  the
necessary  will Lo conducl their
own scll-delense or become dis-
hearlened about prospects of de-
velopment, Yel, il we do oo
much, and Awerican forces do
whal local forces can and should
be doing, we promole dependence
ather than indupcndcnc(‘..2

Three Basic Principles. The President
also has staled that the three hasic
prineiples underlying our loreign policy
are partnership, strength, and a willing-
ness Lo negoliate, There is nothing very
carthshuking in these principles, but the
way in which they are interpreeled and
emphasized adds up Lo a fairly compre-
hensive  redireclion  of  our  loreign
policy.

‘The heart of the Nixon Doctrine lies
in Lhe inlerpretation of the fiesl prin-
ciple, that of pactnership, The central
thesis of lhe doelrine, us expressed by
the President, is:

... that the United States will
participate in the delense and
development of allies and [riends,
but that America eannol—and will
nol—eonceive alf the plans, design
all the programs, exeeule all the
decisiona and undertake alf the

nwc-review/vol24/iss6/2
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delense of the free nations of the
world, We will help where it
makes a real dillerence and s
considered in our interest,?

The Nixon Boclrine, in other words,
does amount Lo a limiting of our rols in
the world, bul not a withdrawal from
that role, The President has argued that,
given Lhe changed nature of the inlerna-
tional world and the pressing demands
ol neplected domestic noeds, this is the
only way in which the United States can
carry oul its responsibilitics.’?

1t is important Lo nole the stress the
President has laid upon the role of 1.5,
interests, as opposed lo just commil-
ments. Although he has steessed that the
United Stales will meel ils commit-
menls, he has also pointed out that:

[t i misleading . . . 1o pose Lhe
lundamentlal question so largely in
terms of commitments. Our objec-
live, in Lhe first instance is 1o
supporl our interests over the long
run wilth a sound foreign policy.
Thie more Lhal policy is based on a
realistic  assessment ol our and
olhers’ intercsts, the more effee-
tive our role in the world can be,
We are not involved in the world
becanse we have commitments;
we have commilments becanse we
are involved. Our inlerests must
shape our commilments, ralher
than the other way around,®

As Lhis writer understands it this means
that we will honor our present commil-
ments, be caulious in undertaking any
additional commilments, bul may well
render support even in Lhe absenee of a
formal commitment il we feel our inler-
esls are al stake, But the key lo the
Nixon Doctrine is thal primary respon-
sibility is scen (o rest with the nation
threalened and  that the role of the
United States is a supporling and nol a
primary rvole. This concept has some

pretly  clear  implications for  other

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971
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policies, ineluding naval policy, subjecls
whicl will be addressed a litte later,

The second of the three basic prin-
ciples enuncialed by President Nixon is
that ol strength, Il is intercsting that
this principle is sel lorth at the same
time that we are cutling back sharply on
military  budgets. The logic involved
seems Lo be that as we reduee the degree
ol our overscas involvement, we can also
trim the size ol our military establish-
ment, but that there is an irreducible
minimum ol essential military strength,
The problem in this unpredictable world
s knowing just what that ircedueible
minimum is. The concepl formulated by
the administration to describe the level
ol militury strength which is necessary is
that ol “sufficiency.” But this does notl
really provide a very precise or detailed
answer Lo the problem ol the kinds and
strengths ol military forces which we
need,

In the case ol slralegic sulliciency,
the coneepl seems to mean that we have
foregone any altempl Lo achieve clear
thermonuelear  saperiority  over  the
Soviel Union but do intend to maintain
stralegic forces suflicient Lo “deter aff
threals of general war no matter whin
the cost.”™®

In the case of general-purpose forees,
the  administration  has  settled wpon
what has been termed the “one and
one-halt war” strategy. This means that
we will, al least in theory, “maintain in
peacelime  gencral-purpose lorees ade-
yuale  for simultancously meceling a
major  Communist  attack in  either
Furope or Asia, assisling allics against
non-Chinese threats in Asia, and con-

l{:nding? with o conlingency  else-
where.”

ough nol rea gpelled  ou

Althougl L lly spelled t

clearly in the doctrine, the “major
Communist  attack™ for which our
forees are Lo be prepared is considerably
smaller than the maximum atlack they
are capable of mounting, The reasoning
is that the nuclear deterrent places sonie
sorl of upper limit on the size of any
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conventional conflict and Lthal we need
conventional lorees only of a size ade-
quale Lo meel those conllicts thal can
develop within this limitation, The im-
plicit expeclation is Lbat conventional
war larger than can be met with our
exisling conventionalk forces will escalale
to nuclear war. Thus our slrategic nu-
clear deterrence lorces have the burden
of insuring thal convenlional coniliels
remain within nonnuclear lmils.

The third of Lhe basic principles is
that ol willingness lo negotiale, This
does nol imply that the diflerences
between the Communisls and ourselves
can be Lalked away. As the President has
stated:

We are aware ol the difficulty in
moderaling  Lensions  Lhat  arise
from Lhe clash ol nalional inter-
esls. These dilferences will not be
dissipated by changes ol atmo-
sphere ot dissolved in cordial per-
sonal relalions belween slalesmen,
They involve slrong convietions
and conleary philosophics, neces-
sitics of national sceurily, and the
deep-seated  differences of  per-
speclives Tormed by geography
and history.?

Yel there are arcas in which we have
common inleresls, One ol these is arms
control. In an arms race Lhere is no
inherent advanlage inan increase in
strength il thal increase is malehed by
the other side. Vor example, the United
Stales and the Soviel Union cach have
gsomething more than a thousand opera-
tional [CBM’s, 11 the stralegic arms race
continued, we could find oursclves a
deeade from now in a position in which
cach of us had multiplied our capability,
but were still roughly equal. Bolh sides
would have spent an enormous amonnt
ol money in the pursuil of military
seeurily—bul, il anylhing, we would
bolh be somewhal less secure Lhan we
are now, Thus we have a mulual interest
wilh the Soviel Union in placing seme

sorl ol ellective damper on Lhe stralegic
arms race—which is, ol course, what the
SALT talks arc all about, We cannot
cxpecl Lo resolve the (undamental dif-
[erences belween the Commmnist and
non-Communist worlds by negoliation,
bul we do have a clear common inlerest
in avoiding any large-scale war and
msnring Lhal smaller scale conllicts are
limited, Thus there is al least some
prospeel ol improving the sceurity ol
oursclves and our allics throngh dircel
negolialion.

The world bkas changed in important
ways since the lime the outlines of onr
posl-World War 11 national siraicgy were
[ormed: increased relalive strenglth on
the parl of our {riends and allics, some
loss ol cohesion in Lthe world Commu-
nisl movement, a vasl increase in Sovicl
nuclear capability, recognilion ol in-
creased domestie needs, as well as dis-
comlorl over lhe cosls of Lhe war in
Vielnam, which have been social and
political as well as cconomic and mili-
Lary, Whal is being argued here is thal
the Nixon Doctrine has, in large mea-
sure, resulted from a recognilion of
these changes and is not just a product
ol the philosophy of a particular polili-
cal administration. We may  therefore
expeel the Lrends incorporaled in Lhe
doclrine Lo have more permanence than
they might otherwise have,

The policies embodied in the Nixon
Doctrine have some rather speeific im-
plicalions flor mililary policy, for Lhe
Navy, and f(or naval stralegy. When
vicwed as a whole, Lthe clements of the
Nixon octrine seem to me lo add up
very clearly Lo the necessily ol a sca-
based, bluc-waler stralegy, A lowered
profile abroad, lewer loreign bascs, a
reduction or even withdrawal of many
ol our land-based lorces overscas, and
the exercise of @ much grealer degree of
restrainl in gelling directly involved in
overscas conllicls all signily a much
lower key USRS, military  presence
abroad, Yel, al the same lime, we have
cmphagsized our inlention Lo falfill all of

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss6/2
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our commilmenls, Lo act vigorously
where our interests are direetly in-
volved, and Lo provide continuing sup-
port to our [ricnds, although asking
them Lo more of the direet
burden of their own delense. The only
way ol accomplishing these somewhai
conllicting aims is o place grealer re-
lianee upon a mobile sea-based strategy.

Naval forees have cerlain unique
virtues in the supporl ol a stralegy
which secks 1o combine a low profile
with the ability Lo Luke elfective aclion
when required, PPirst of all, naval Torces
operale in an international mediume: the
high scas. More than 100 of the nalions
ol the world border diveetly on the high
seas. This gives us direcl aceess Lo most
of the world’s trouble spots, Naval
forees, unlike land-bused lorees, do not
nced o request overllight authorizalion
or the diplomatic clearances necessary
to move or land troops belore posi-
tioning themselves in the neighborhood
ol poleatial trouble  spots. The sea
provides both (reedom and flexibility in
the deployment of military loree in
advanlageous ways in advance of aclual
Lteonhle,

Seccond, naval {orees are not depen-
dent upon local bases to nearly the: same
extent as are other kinds of mihtary
lorees. Ships are integral units which
carry much ol their own supporl wilh
them, and through mobile logistic sup-
porl they can be maintained on forward
stalions for long periods of lime, ‘This
means Lhat naval forees need not involve
the political  difficullics  inherent in
troops or bases on foreign soil, Perhaps
cven more important from the stand-
point of the Nixon Doetrine, naval
lorces do not involve the same pressures
towird involvement  thal  exist
U5, Terees are physically present in an

HECLTTNITY

when

arca ol crisis,

Us, bases and troops in loreign
counlries cin serye as prime largels Tor
anli-U.S. propaganda and, in the evenl
ol a local insurgency, can be the ohjeel
ol insurgenl alluck. Such allacks are

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971
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never  Laken  lightly,  particularly il
American lives are lost, and our natural
and proper reaction is 1o defend 1.5,
lives and properly, 'Fhis can easily esca-
late into full U8, involvement, more as
a matller ol instinetive veaclion than ol
carelully considered national intevest,
On the other hand, if U8, forces in the
arca are sea based, the likelihood ol
snch an  inadvertent  involvement s
greatly reduced. We still retain the
capability of providing military or logis-
lic support or ol prolecling or evacu-
ating LS, citizens, bul we are nol in
danger of becoming involved in a loeal
controversy against holh our will and
our hest national inlerest.

Virtually all types of sea-based forees
have u role in this kind of stralegy, bul
lwo are ol parlicular importance: the
carricr lask force and the amphibions
forces with their embarked contingents
of U.s. Marines, The mobile steiking
power ol lhe atlack carrier task force
gives us an ability to mass lactical air
lorees practically anywhere in the world
wilh a speed and fexibility which can
he matehed no other way --particularly
il we are no longer able to depend upon
LS. prepared and maintained overscas
aithases  throughout the world. L s
worlh  mentioning  thal  our  recent
forced  withdrawal Trom Wheelus Air
I“()l'(fl! I{il.‘;('. in |Jiby" I'ilh‘ (ll'."l()llh‘ll'ill(‘.(l
again just how vulnerable onr overseas
advaneed bases can be to political pres-
SAITE,

In many situations which ecall for
military action, as, for examnple, in the
protection  of - Americin lives and
property or i the support of a friendly
governmenl againsl an allempled coup
d’elal, the ability o move rapidly
counls Tor a greal deal more than does
the ability Lo provide mueh larger forees
later on. The Marines, with their unsur-
passed ability Lo project power ashore
from their sea bases, provide the capa-
hility of acting rapidly 1o conteol situa-
tions helore they gel onl of hand. As an
Army friend is Tond ol reminding e

5
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whenever 1 dwell upon the fael that 70
pereent of the carth’s surface s covered
with water, “the other 30 percent is
where Lhie people live.,” The Marines
provide the Navy with the capability of
going where Lhe people live, when the
siluation dictates, withoul the liabilitics
ol being there when il does nol.

There are, ol course, limes when we
wanl lo make it absolulely clear in
advance thal we are going Lo be in-
volved. An cxample of this iz our
deliberate policy of maintaining a sub-
stantial Leoop presence in Furope as a
clear signal Lo the Soviel Union and Lo
our allies thal we are firmly commilled
lo NATO defense and wonld be almost
automaltically involved in any large-seale
hostilities in Furope. Yet, il we are Lo
carry oul Lhe [ull implicalions ol the
Nixon Doctrine, there are many cases
where we do not want this sort of
automalie involvemenl—but do wanl Lo
have: the eapability of rendering prompl
and clleclive supporl in silualions in
which we consider it in our inleresl Lo
do so. Only sea-hased lorees provide Lhis
[lexibilily.

IPimally, the emphasis in the Nixon
Noctrine upon partnership also has im-
plications lor a sea-based stralegy, Most
importantly, il we are lo be uble lo
render elfective support Lo our allics, we
musl have Lhe clear capacily Lo keep
open Lthe sca lines of communiealion
over which thal supporl musl come.
Unless we are able Lo do this, we will be
incapable of providing meaninglul mili-
Lary supporl.

The author is concerned that there
has been insufficient allenlion oulside
the Navy Lo the crilical importance of
being able Lo keep the seakanes open and
the immense difficully ol doing so in
the fuce of the Russian submarine
threal, Two elements of our slralegy
under Lhe Nixon Doelrine are
ticularly vulnerable on this score. One is

l]"ll"—

the idea ol the “one and one-hall war™

strategy, which is based upon a policy
of mmainlaining, in peacelime, Torees

adequale for mecting a major altack in
cither Kurope or Asia, bul not both,
Implicil in this strategy is the necessily
ol being able lo reorient forces from
one side of the world Lo the other in a
shorl space ol time. Ouly a small por-
lion ol the job can be done by air. The
United Stales has learned over and over
that more than 95 pereent ol the
supplics ol war have Lo be moved by
sca,

I{, as Lthe stralegy assumes, the con-
tingeney Lo be mel is a “major Commu-
nist attack,” it scems {oolhardy Lo
expeel Lo be able Lo accomplish such a
major reorienlalion unopposed. I think
we are somelimes prone lo forget just
how close we came Lo losing the Baltle
ol the Atantic in bolth World Wars, In
both cascs final suceess came only aller
a period ol Uboat dominance, Only
alter large inereases in the quantity and
quality of antisubmarine warfare (ASW)
forces, after the steategy of escorled
convoys had been adopted, and, in the
case of World War 11, alter the teehnieal
breakthroughs of radar, radio direction
finding, improved sonar, and adoplion
ofl hunter-killer Lactics were sca lines of
communication in the Atlantic ade-
quately protected.

To these lessons of history must he
added recent breakthroughs in subma-
tine Lechnology and the existence of a
Soviel submarine force substantially
larger thun thal possessed by the Ger-
mans in hoth World Wars, Tlven the
mosl  oplimistic  proponent ol  ASW
would ool claim that advances in that
arl II{IVI} (l(lll(: Ellly more '.ll'n"] h[)l(l Ve
wilh Lthe improyemenls in submarine
technology., The moral is that it s
wnrealistic military planning o expect
o be able to do any beller against
ull-scale submarine attacks against lines
ol communication than we were able 1o
doin the two World Wars. We may not
he able Lo do as well. To expecl Lo be
able o conducl a major Lransler of
troops, equipment, and supplies in a
Linely way againsl the opposilion of the

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss6/2
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strongest submarine force the world has
ever seen is Lo disregard Lhe elear lessons
ol hisiory.

A sccond and closely relaled problem
has Lo do wilh our poliey of mainlaining
a capability to conducl a “9-day de-
fense™ in FEurope, Tor such a policy to
be realistic we must be able Lo provide
signilicant reinforcements to Lthe Euro-
pean  Lheater belore Lhe end of that
lime, Again, a signilicant part of the
carly parl of that job can be done by
air—but this musl be lollowed up within
a lairly short period of lime by massive
sealift, This wriler is not al all sanguine
aboul our ability 1o do this with the
forces we presenlly have or will have
the toresecable [uture, Thiz is not Lo say
thalt we would inevitably lose a new
Battle of the Atantic, However, it could
be at least as long, bloody, costly, and
discouraging as its predecessors and that
1o expeel it Lo be anything else is Lo be
unjustifiably optimistic,

AL least a portion of the solution Lo
the problem of defending the sealanes
lics in the partnership porlion of the
Nixon Doclrine, The concept ol part-
nership involves a pooling ol military
resources where appropriale, and naval
lorces are particularly effective in this
kind of partnership. Again, this is be-
cause Lhey are  integral and  sell-
contained units, and their organizalion
i such that the problems ol communi-
cation and coordinalion are much less
dilficult than in almost any other kind
of multinational force, This  would
appear Lo be horne oul by the suceess of
the NATO Standing Naval Force Atlan-
tie. A wider application ol the coneept
may help in solving Ut problems of
proleeting our sea lines of communica-
tion,

The point to be emphasized is that
the problem ol maintaining sea lines ol
communicalion is basic lo any olher
than the most limited kinds ol overseas
involvemenl, The United States, al-
though dependenl upon imporls of
gome ceritical malterials, s much less

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971
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valnerable Lo calling ol supply lines
than are some ol our close allies—us, for
example, Furope’s dependence upon
petroleum imports. I we are Lo supporl
our allics, we musl be able to protect
them against any major stoppage of
imporls, This is a broad-gauged problem
ol sea control, having aspect of ASW,
surface and aic defense,

It should be a tundamental parl of
our marilime slralegy Lo possess, in
concerl with our more important allies,
the capability Lo counter any allempl
by the Soviel Union to interrupl impor-
Lant sea communications, the greatesl
threat Lo which is submarine waclare,
We should be able Lo counter this threal
direetly, withont heing faced with the
choice belween giving in or escalaling Lo
nuclear war,

The Navy’s Role in Nuclear Deter-
rence. Perhaps the most fundamental
Lusk we can ask of our national military
stralegy is that it be effective in de-
terring strategic nuelear war. This was
teuched on carlier on the coneept ol
“sufliciency™ as a stralegie goal of the
administration. President Nixon has de-
fined Lhe overriding pucpose ol our
muelear strategie posture as heing politi-
cal and defensive, He has stated that the
purpose is:

... to deny other countries the
ability to impose their will on the
United States and its allies under
the weight of strategic mililary
superiorilty, We must insure Lhal
all polential aggressors see un-
acceplable risks in conlemplating
a nuclear atlack, or nuelear black-
mail, or acts which could escalate
Lo stealegic nuclear war, snch aga
Soviet  conventional  attack  on
Furope,”

AL the sume time we have acknowledged
that the Soviel Union now  possesses
powerful  and  sophisticated  strategic
forces which approach and in some

7
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calegories execed ours in both numbers
and capability.'® We have also, by nol
embarking on a large-scale program of
missile procurement ol our own, im-
plicitly recognized the (utility of al-
lempling Lo rvestore the margin of stra-
Legic superiority which we possessed o
decade ago, At the same Lime we are o
bit worried thal the Soviet Union may
be aiming at achicving such superiorily
for hersell. These [acts have rather clear
implications [or the place ol naval
forces in our delerrent stralegy,

During the coming decade it is diffi-
cult Lo imagine any viable alternative Lo
mainlaining a U.8. nuclear strike capa-
bility with sufficient survivability Lo
insure the destruction of any opponent,
cven alter a surprise {irst strike.,

To use the strategic jargon, we must
have an assured sccond-strike capability
—Lhal is, nnclear strike systems Lhat can
survive any kind of a surprisc altack and
still be able to strike back at Lhe
aggressor with  devastating elfecl, An
importanl parl of the stralegy is Lhal
any polential aggressor musl be elearly
awarc Lhal we have this capacily and
thoroughly convinced Lhat we will use
il.

On Lhe other hand, a capabilily on
our part of disarming the Sovicl Union
by allacking firsl is ncilher leasible nox
desirable, [t is nol [casible because no
matter how massive an allack by us, the
Soviet Union would almost certainly
have sufficient deliverable weapons re-
maining to destroy us as a viable
socicly, Il is nol desirable heeause the
possession of a first-strike capabilily by
the United Stales would have the in-
cvilable effecl of making the Soviel
Union trigger-happy in a crisis, lor fear
ol being disarmed by a surprisc attack.

To mainlain the assured US. capa-
bility Lo strike back even aller o surprise
allack, which is an absolule slralegic
nceessily, we [find that there are good
arguments for placing additional empha-
sig. upon Lhe sca basing ol stralegic
weapous syslems,

First, Lhe sca basing of strategic
systems direcls any atlack againsl these
systems scaward, rather than against Lthe
U.S. landmass itsell. Any allack against
land-based sites would cause widespread
collateral (eivilian kill) damage, whether
such damage was inlended or nol. Al-
tacks dirceted against sca-based missiles
would not involye this kind ol damage
lo nonmilitary Largels,

Second, sca-based systems are, in
mosl cases, more smvivable than equiva-
lent land-based systems, This is a par-
ticularly importanl poinl with respecl
Lo sccond-strike capability, A delerrent
system which eannol survive a surprise
atlack is worsc Lhan uscless heeause il
inviles snch an atlack. Sca-bascd sys-
tems, particularly submarine-based
systems, have a high survival value. We
are made particularly aware ol this
when we lace the problem of trying Lo
counler equivalent Soviel systems,

Third, basing delerrent missiles at sca
complicales the delensive problem of
any potenlial opponent, Becanse of
their mobilily, he cannol do much in
the way ol prelargeling against them.
Secaborne missiles are also much more
dilficult lo counter by intlereeplion
aller launch. As viewed from the Soviel
Union, TCBM’s based in the conlinental
United Slales have Lo eome through a
relatively navrow corridor, significantly
limiting Lhe problem of migsile delense,
Sca-based missiles, on Lhe other hand,
present almosl a 360 degree potential
threat around the Soviet Union and
greatly complicale the nceessary  de-
fenses. Further, the unpredictable vange
ol sea-based systems reduces the delee-
tion and vulnerability time of the ofi{en-
sive missile, making defense even more
difficult. For these reasons it would
scem prudent thal with “sulficicney ™ as
our slrategic criterion, we should move
loward placing a large portion of our
strategic nuclear delerrence lorees at
sca. We should, however, stop short of
letal dependenee upon sea basing Lo
avoid becoming vulnerable to techno-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss6/2
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logical breakthrongh and to avoid giving
polential encmies a single defense prob-
lem to solve, LU is Lo our advanlage 1o
foree them 1o consider defense againsl a
varicly ol syslems.

The Cold War and the Use of Military
Foree. Another arca in which we have
lo do some rethinking has 1o do with
the whole role of military Yorces in the
kind ol world in which we have Lo live.
The American people have always had a
strong lendeney Lo Lhink of war as an
aberration, We have thonght ol peace as
the normal stale of allairs, and when
involved in a war we have always been
anxious lo win il as quickly as possible
to permit a return lo “normaley.” Be-
cause ol our lendency Lo view Lhe world
in these black and while terms, we have
somelimes overlooked the spectrum of
conllict which can, and usually does, lie
belween Lhe extremes ol peace and war,
As an example, every command in the
Navy has [ile cabinets full of “contin-
gency plans” which provide insiruclions
on what 1o do in a variely ol cireum-
stances, Almost all ol these eircum-
stances envision aclual lighling., So far
as 1 am able to Lell, we do nol pul
necarly as much intelleelual cffort and
cuergy inlo how lo handle silualions
which fall short of actual military vio-
lence, Yel [ would maintain that these
arc the ones that are the most important
in our presenl world, In the quarter
century which has clapsed since the end
of World War 11, the Communisla have
managed some nalable expangion of
power and influence. However, during
this same period only a handful of
Soviel soldicrs have been casuallies in
any kind eof violenl military actlion,
During the same period the U.S. Armed
Forces  have  sustained  more  than
300,000 easualties, This by itself should
suggeal Lhal perhaps we are doing some-
thing wrong.

One of Lhe grealest militury strate-
gists who ever lived was Sun Teu, a
Chinese gentleman of the 4th century
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B.C. who is still read carclully by
serious students of strategy today. He
taught Lhat the “supreme art of war is
to subdue Lhe enemy without [ight-
g Sun Tzu believed that intellect
andl moral strength were decisive in war,
and il they were properly applicd it was
possible Lo wage war wilh a cerlainly of
success, War was never Lo be undertlaken
thoughtlessly or recklessly, bul was to
be carclully preceded by measures de-
gigned Lo make it casy Lo win, The aim
was Lo isolate and demoralize the cnemy
and Lo break his will Lo resist, Thus it
was possible Lo conquer his army wilh-
oul a battle and to take his cilies and
overthrow his state. Only when the
cnemy could not be overcome by these
mcans was il necessary Lo have recourse
to armed [oree.'?

How carelully Soviet naval stralegists
have read Sun Tzu is a maller of
conjeelure, bul it is well known that
Mao has read him carelully, Lt it clear,
however, that the strategy being pur-
sucd by the Soviels is based upon a
philosophy very similar o thal of Sun
Tzu, In the Middle Fast, for example,
the use by the Soviels ol naval presence,
military and naval aid and  advisers,
diplomalic supporl, Lrade agreemenls,
and economic assislance add up 1o a
coordinaled and apparenlly successtul
meims of substanlially increasing Soviel
influence in one of Lhe slrategically
importanl areas ol the world. All of Lthis
has been accomplished with only the
mosl limited risk of Soviet Armed
Forces actually becoming involved in
large-seale Lighting. [t must be under-
slood, however, thal this kind of non-
violenl employment of military [orce
musl be based upon both genuine mili-
tary capability and a beliel on the part
of the opponent that il ean and will e
used il circumslances dictate, 11 is this
kind of game we have o learn Lo play
more clfeetively than we have done in
the past, anil il the Nixon Doelrine is to
be suceessful, it is imperative thal we do
50,
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Implementing the Nixon Doctrine.
There are those who have accused the
Nixon Doctrine of being simply a theo-
retical excuse for cutting back military
budgets, rather than a basic rethinking
of the requirements of U.S. forvign
policy. In a sense the doctrine is vulner-
able to that charge, because the negative
implications seem to have been carricd
out with more speed and enthusiasm
than have the positive implications, This
should not be surprising since, in the
nature of things, the negative tasks are
usually easier to accomplish. Yet, if the
Nixon Doctrine is to be an effective
national strategy and not just a theoreti-
cal peg on which to hang sharp budget
cuts, there are a number of positive
requirements,

The concept of partnership, for ex-
ample, demands that we carefully re-
examine our foreign aid and military
assistance programs, The questions in-
volved are much too complex to try to
deal with in a paper such as this, but it
does seem clear that if our allies are to
provide more of their own defense, it is
necessary to insure that they have the
means to do so. This means both re-
ducing their vulnerability through gains
in economic and political strength and
making sure that they have hoth the
equipment and training to be effective
in their own defense. At the same time
we need to recognize that the interests
of the United States will not always be
identical with those of even our closest
allies. In unity there may be strength,
but alliance politics inevitably put
greater strains on our diplomacy than
would a “go it alone” policy. Partner-
ship and collective defense is a right and
proper policy, but we would be unwise
to ignore the very real difficulties that
can be involved.

Another implication of the emphasis
upoen partnership which requires aclion
is the need to improve the coordination
between ourselves and our allies and to
develop programs which permit them to
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often been in the huahit of assuming to
ourselves. For example, it would scem
that there would be some significant
advantages if there were to be estab-
lished a NATO naval squadron in the
Mediterranean. The Standing Naval
Force Atlantic which has already been
mentioned, has already proved the ef-
ficiency of the concept. We lose nothing
in such an arrangement, for, as in the
cuse of STANAVFORLANT, national
forces are subject to immediate recall at
any time. Yel what we would gain
seems to me to be important. First, a
visible symbol of NATO unity and
purpose, Second, continuous training
and praclical experience in operating
together, rather than just an occasional
exercise. And finally, the moral weight
of the whole Atlantic community be-
hind force actions, whether they be
simply making port visits or standing by
for possible contingency action. Cer-
tainly, problems would be involved, but
they arc soluble, and the benefits to be
guined are well worth the effort that
would be involved.
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In a less optimistic vein, there s
room lor concern that we are not doing
cnough Lo lace up lo the blue-waler
implications of the Nixon Doctrine. A
blue-waler slralegy is nol something
that happens automalically. You have
lo have the forces and the training and
the doctrine to muke it work, parlicu-
larly in the light of the impressive
growth in capability ol the Soviet Navy.
The author is alraid that we are likely,
in the future, Lo encounter situalions in
which we ure in a position ol distinet
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naval inferiorily, AL the time ol lhe
Cuban missile crigis of 1962, the United
Stales had  unmislakable local unaval
superiorily. In some lulure crisis this
may not be so, In the last several years
we  have decommissioned about 400
ships of e U.S. Navy. During the same
period of time we have commissioned
132 new ships, Unless this trewd s
reversed, Lhe Nayvy may nol be strong
enough Lo carry oul the full implica-
Lions the Nixon Docleine lor a
sea-based strategy.

ol
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